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Summary

This report represents the final recommendations of the CALFED Bay-Delta Program
(CALFED) Environmental Water Program (EWP) team for the selection and prioritization of
streams for the first round of pilot water acquisitions.  The report presents information on 12
streams tributary to the Sacramento–San Joaquin River Delta (Delta) that were selected for the
first round of pilot acquisitions, which is scheduled for 2003.  These 12 streams were selected
because the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), through its draft biological prioritization
process, identified them as having the highest priority for instream flow acquisition.

CONSIDERATIONS USED TO RECOMMEND STREAMS
FOR ACQUISITION

The EWP team used the factors listed below when it developed the prioritization
recommendations.  These factors were divided into primary and secondary considerations.  The
team’s primary considerations were

# streams recommended for instream acquisitions during Stage 1 in the Ecosystem
Restoration Program Plan (ERPP) Strategic Plan for Ecosystem Restoration (Strategic
Plan),

# the size of investment in the watershed by the Anadromous Fish Restoration Program
(AFRP) and CALFED Program,

# the number of anadromous salmonid species identified for recovery in the CALFED
Multi-Species Conservation Strategy (MSCS) (CALFED Bay-Delta Program 2000)
that are present in the stream, and

# USFWS ranking of biological priority.

The EWP team’s secondary considerations were

# the availability of quantified flow objectives to facilitate recovery of anadromous
salmonids,

# the availability of biological monitoring data, and

# the existence of active local groups focused on watershed restoration.
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PRIORITIZATION OF STREAMS

After applying the considerations, the EWP team grouped the 12 streams into 3 tiers.
The CALFED agencies will pursue long-term water acquisitions in the first round on those
streams in the first tier.  Only 2–3 acquisitions will be made in the first round of acquisitions, so
water will not be acquired on all 5 streams.  The rankings are as follows:

# First Tier
– Butte Creek
– Clear Creek
– Deer Creek
– Mill Creek
– Tuolumne River

# Second Tier
– Battle Creek
– Big Chico Creek
– Calaveras River
– Stanislaus River
– Yuba River

# Third Tier
– Antelope Creek
– Cow Creek
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EWP Pilot Water Acquisitions—Stream Selection
Recommendations

INTRODUCTION

At the November 15, 2001, CALFED Bay-Delta Program (CALFED) Environmental
Water Program (EWP) Workshop, the EWP team presented its recommendations for the initial
focus of the pilot water acquisitions.  At that meeting, workshop participants offered comments
and suggestions regarding the recommendations and the methods used to prioritize streams for
pilot water acquisitions.  The team posted the preliminary report on the EWP website
(http://www.calfedewp.org) in an effort to seek additional comments and suggestions; none were
received by the target date (December 14, 2001).  Comments and suggestions made at the
November 15 workshop are summarized in appendix A.

At the close of the comment period, the team reviewed the preliminary recommendations
with the comments and suggestions in mind.  Revisions were incorporated into this final report,
as appropriate.  This report represents the EWP team’s final recommendations for the selection
and prioritization of streams for the first round of pilot acquisitions.

BACKGROUND

The CALFED EWP team evaluated the 12 streams identified by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) as having the highest biological priorities for flow augmentation.
The team used several factors to evaluate and select streams on which to pursue acquisitions
during the first round; these factors were divided into primary (most important) and secondary
factors.  Primary factors considered are as follows:

# Streams recommended for instream acquisitions during Stage 1 in the
Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan (ERPP) Strategic Plan for Ecosystem
Restoration (Strategic Plan).

# Prior investment in the watershed.  The level of financial investment made by the
Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (AFRP) and the CALFED Program was
identified as representing the importance these 2 programs place on the watersheds.
This investment is also an apparent indicator by the AFRP’s and CALFED’s technical
committees of the potential environmental benefits that could be derived by funding
improvements in the watersheds.  “Prior investment” was defined as the number of

projects and amount of funding approved, including completed restoration
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projects, those in progress, and those approved for funding.

# Number of Multi-Species Conservation Strategy (MSCS) species present.  To tie
the EWP to the CALFED MSCS, the EWP team determined for each of the 12
streams the number of anadromous salmonid species identified in the MSCS for
recovery to levels that ensure the species’ long-term survival in nature (“R” species).
This assessment closely corresponds to the number of anadromous salmonids present
in the stream, both listed and unlisted, under the California or federal Endangered
Species Acts (ESAs).

# USFWS Draft Biological Priority Ranking.  USFWS has completed a draft ranking
of 19 Delta tributary streams based on biological criteria.  The 12 streams considered
in the selection process represent those identified as having the highest priority for
instream acquisition by USFWS (see appendix B for more information on the
USFWS biological prioritization process).  For purposes of the selection analysis,
these top 3 categories are described as A, B, and C:

– category A represents streams that support multiple listed species of anadromous
salmonids and that would receive at least 1 ecosystem benefit if water were
acquired on that stream;

– category B represents streams that support multiple listed species of anadromous
salmonids and would receive at least 1 ecosystem benefit, but that have a
hatchery; and

– category C represents those that support multiple species of anadromous
salmonids, 1 of which is listed, and that would receive at least 1 ecosystem benefit
if water were acquired on that stream.

Secondary factors considered are as follows:

# Quantified flow objectives.  Have numerical flow objectives or targets (as defined
by the AFRP or Ecosystem Restoration Program [ERP]) been established for this
stream?

# Biological monitoring data availability.  Are historical biological monitoring data
(e.g., population surveys) available to provide baseline information for evaluating
scientific hypotheses?

# Existence of local groups.  Are local groups (including resource conservation
districts) actively engaged in management and recovery of the watershed?  Such
groups may provide information regarding existing conditions, assist in identifying
willing sellers, assist in defining specific scientific hypotheses, and act as partners in
implementing acquisitions.
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Although the primary factors were considered more important than the secondary factors, there is
no priority order within the list of primary and secondary factors considered.

DATA SOURCES AND LIMITATIONS

The EWP team gathered information pertinent to each of these factors by calling agency
biologists and watershed group contacts, consulting previously prepared reports, and searching
the Internet (see the list of references at the conclusion of this report).  The team recognizes that
additional information may be available through less obvious channels; although this report
represents the final recommendations for the first year of pilot acquisitions, the team welcomes
additional verifiable information for future efforts.

The team also recognizes that the information gathered is not complete and that there is
some disagreement among experts regarding its interpretation.  In particular, opinions differ
regarding the presence or absence of particular species in particular streams.  The EWP team
chose to use the species list provided in appendix E of the Final Restoration Plan for the AFRP,
information from the AFRP website, and conclusions reached by USFWS during the Central
Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) Section 3406(b)(3) biological prioritization process.
All information gathered is available for review on the EWP website
(http://www.calfedewp.org).

SELECTION PROCESS

The process used to select the first set of streams was based on a logical evaluation of
available data.  The team did not use modeling or other mathematical methods to rank the
streams because it is recognized that such an evaluation would always be somewhat subjective.
There is no single right answer regarding the prioritization of streams; others may review the
information collected and come to different conclusions.  However, the goal of the EWP team
was to develop a logical process and to make the information and assumptions used available for
review by agency staff and stakeholders.  As suggested by the EWP Workshop participants, the
team will consider using a weighting system or some other way to compute rankings for
selections in subsequent years.

It is important to recognize that these selections are for the initial acquisitions by the
EWP only; any streams not selected for pilot acquisition through this initial process may be
considered by the EWP in the future.

Information gathered about the evaluation factors is summarized in tables 1 and 2.  Using
this information, the EWP team placed the 12 candidate streams into 3 “tiers.”  First-tier streams
will be the focus for initial acquisitions, although it should be noted that if appropriate pilot
water acquisitions cannot be located on the first-tier streams, second-tier streams will be
reconsidered.  As described in the pilot water acquisitions draft selection process, the EWP team



Table 1.  Information Used to Select Pilot Water Acquisition Program Streams

Primary Considerations Secondary Considerations
AFRP/CALFED–

Funded Restoration
Since 1995a

Presence of Anadromous
Salmonid Speciesb

Stream

ERPP Strategic
Plan Stage 1 Flow
Acquisition
Recommended

Amount
Spent

#
Projects

# MSCS
“R”
Species # Listed

USFWS
Rankingc

(A, B, C)
Quantified Flow
Objectives Exist

Biological
Monitoring
Data Available

Local Group(s)
Actively Involved
in Restoration

Antelope Creek $1,187,500 2 3 2 C ?
Battle Creek ! $35,342,954 17 3 2 B ! !

Big Chico Creek $4,261,149 12 3 2 C ! !

Butte Creek ! $12,063,026 34 3 2 A Yes (all year) ! !

Calaveras River $204,000 2 2 1 C Yes (all year) ! !

Clear Creek ! $4,123,377 6 2 1 C Yes (all year) ! !

Cow Creek $15,000 1 2 1 C Yes (October) ? !

Deer Creek ! $1,061,845 2 3 2 A ! !

Mill Creek ! $4,698,372 14 3 2 A ! !

Stanislaus River $7,956,513 14 2 1 C Yes (all year,
year type) !

Tuolumne River
!

$25,294,595 25 2 1 C Yes (all year,
year type) ! !

Yuba River $1,968,338 13 3 2 A Yes (all year) ! !

                                                     

a Does not include AFRP/CALFED projects for which funding information is not available.

b Information on anadromous salmonid species presence taken from appendix E of the Final Restoration Plan for the Anadromous Fish Restoration Program
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Anadromous Fish Restoration Program 2001) and from the AFRP website.  Each anadromous salmonid species identified in the Final
Restoration Plan and considered in this process is identified in the CALFED Multi-Species Conservation Strategy (MSCS) as one to be recovered “within the MSCS
focus area to levels that ensure the species’ long-term survival in nature” (“R”).

c Relative priority as identified through the USFWS CVPIA 3406(b)(3) draft biological prioritization process.  A = Category 1b; B = Category 1c; C = Category 2b.
See appendix B for documentation of how the streams were prioritized through the CVPIA 3406(b)(3) process.



Table 2.  Assumptions Regarding Current Anadromous Salmonid Presence in the 12 Initial
Pilot Water Acquisition Program Streamsa

Species

Stream

Fall/Late-Fall–Run
Chinook

(federal candidate)

Spring-Run Chinook
(federally and state
listed as threatened)

Winter-Run Chinook
(federally and state

listed as endangered)

Steelhead
(federally listed as

threatened)
Total

Number
Number
Listed

CVPIA
3406(b)(3)
Rankingb

Antelope Creek ! ! ! 3 2 C
Battle Creek ! ! !c ! 3 2 B
Big Chico Creek ! ! ! 3 2 C
Butte Creek ! ! ! 3 2 A
Calaveras River ! ! 2 1 C
Clear Creek ! ! 2 1 C
Cow Creek ! ! 2 1 C
Deer Creek ! ! ! 3 2 A
Mill Creek ! ! ! 3 2 A
Stanislaus River ! ! 2 1 C
Tuolumne River ! ! 2 1 C
Yuba River ! ! ! 3 2 A

                                                     
a Information taken from appendix E of the Final Restoration Plan for the Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Anadromous Fish Restoration Program 2001) and the AFRP website (www2.delta.ca.gov/afrp).

b Relative priority for instream acquisition as identified through the USFWS CVPIA 3406(b)(3) draft biological prioritization process.  A = Category 1b;
B = Category 1c; C = Category 2b.  See appendix B for documentation of how the streams were prioritized through the CVPIA 3406(b)(3) process.

c Winter-run chinook salmon in Battle Creek are of hatchery origin.  Since this run is not native to the stream, it is not considered in the total number and the
number of listed species present.
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will pursue up to 3 long-term acquisitions in the first year.  Accordingly, water will not be
acquired on all streams in the first tier during the first year of implementation.  Also, the EWP
team intends to complete 1 of the initial acquisitions in partnership with another program such as
the EWA or CVPIA Water Acquisition Program; this joint acquisition may not focus on the first-
tier streams.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following 5 streams are recommended for placement in the first tier:

# Butte Creek,
# Clear Creek,
# Deer Creek,
# Mill Creek, and
# the Tuolumne River.

The following streams are ranked in the second tier:

# Battle Creek,
# Big Chico Creek,
# the Calaveras River,
# the Stanislaus River, and
# the Yuba River.

The following streams are ranked in the third tier:

# Antelope Creek and
# Cow Creek.

The listings are in alphabetical order; there is no priority within each tier.  The
succeeding text describes the reasoning used in each recommendation.

First-Tier Streams

All first-tier streams are recommended in the ERPP Strategic Plan for flow augmentation
during Stage 1, a primary consideration factor.  Three of the 5 streams support 3 MSCS “R”
species, 2 of which are listed pursuant to the California and/or federal ESA.  These same 3
streams were included by USFWS in category A for instream acquisition through the CVPIA
3406(b)(3) draft biological prioritization process.  The remaining 2 streams support 1 listed
species and were included in category C.  In most cases, the AFRP and CALFED Program have
invested a substantial amount of money and effort on improving habitat for anadromous fish on
first-tier streams.
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Butte Creek

Butte Creek is identified for flow acquisition in the Strategic Plan, and USFWS placed it
in category A.  Because of considerable local interest as well as that of the AFRP and CALFED
Program, there is a great deal of baseline information, including a minimum flow
recommendation.  This makes the stream a fitting location to test scientific and institutional
hypotheses associated with supplementing flow.  Butte Creek also supports 3 anadromous
salmonids identified in the MSCS for recovery, 2 of which are listed pursuant to the California
and/or federal ESAs.

Clear Creek

USFWS placed Clear Creek in category C (the creek supports only 1 listed species of
anadromous salmonids [steelhead]); however, Clear Creek is placed in the first tier because the
stream is recommended for flow acquisition in the Strategic Plan, 2 species of anadromous
salmonids  identified for recovery in the MSCS are present in the stream, and both the AFRP and
CALFED Program have invested considerable money and effort in restoring the stream.
Additionally, the stream has year-round quantified flow objectives, there are sufficient
population and monitoring data, and there is active local support for restoration.

Deer Creek

Deer Creek is identified for flow acquisition in the Strategic Plan, and USFWS placed it
in category A.  Local groups, AFRP, and the CALFED Program have invested a fair amount of
money and effort into restoration of the stream.  Although quantified flow objectives do not yet
exist for Deer Creek, the creek supports 3 species of anadromous salmonids identified for
recovery in the CALFED MSCS (2 of which are listed pursuant to the California and/or federal
ESAs), there are sufficient population and monitoring data, and there are active local groups
focused on restoring the creek.

Mill Creek

Mill Creek is identified for flow acquisition in the Strategic Plan, and USFWS placed it
in category A.  Although quantified flow objectives do not yet exist for Mill Creek, the creek
supports 3 species of anadromous salmonids identified for recovery in the CALFED MSCS (2 of
which are listed pursuant to the California and/or federal ESAs), there are sufficient population
and monitoring data, and there are active local groups focused on restoring the creek.

Tuolumne River

USFWS placed the Tuolumne River in category C (the river supports only 1 species of
anadromous salmonids listed purusant to the federal ESA [steelhead]); however, the river is
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recommended for placement in the first tier because it is identified as a target for instream
acquisition in the Strategic Plan, quantified year-round flow objectives for different year types
are available, and AFRP and the CALFED Program have invested considerable money and effort
in improving habitat for anadromous fish species in the river.

Second-Tier Streams

In general, streams recommended for placement in the second tier are those about which
there is some information and local interest, but that were excluded from the first tier for specific
reasons.  These reasons are explained below.  The EWP team recognizes that there may be some
opportunities to apply and test on all these second-tier streams various scientific and institutional
hypotheses associated with supplementing flow.

Most second-tier streams received similar ratings with regard to the primary
considerations.  With the exception of Battle Creek, streams recommended for placement in the
second tier are not identified for flow acquisition in the Strategic Plan.  USFWS placed 3 of the 5
second-tier streams in category C; it placed the remaining 2 streams, the Yuba River and Battle
Creek, in categories A and B, respectively.

Battle Creek

Battle Creek supports 3 species of anadromous salmonids identified for recovery in the
CALFED MSCS.  Although 2 of these species are listed pursuant to the California and/or federal
ESAs, USFWS placed Battle Creek in category B because of the presence of Coleman National
Fish Hatchery.

The AFRP, the CALFED Program, a private company (Pacific Gas & Electric Company
[PG&E]), and local entities are currently placing a substantial emphasis on improving conditions
for anadromous fish in Battle Creek.  PG&E has agreed to provide minimum flows on an interim
basis, as negotiated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, USFWS, the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS), and the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG).  It is
expected that the current planning effort will include identification and acquisition of permanent
minimum base flows for salmonid recovery in Battle Creek. Accordingly, a flow acquisition by
the EWP is not likely to be necessary; it is for this reason that Battle Creek is placed in the
second tier.

Big Chico Creek

Although DFG has recently started regular monitoring of the creek and there are at least 2
active local groups, Big Chico Creek is recommended for placement in the second tier because it
is not recommended for flow acquisition in the Strategic Plan and lacks quantified flow
objectives.  USFWS placed it in category C, although the creek supports 3 anadromous salmonid
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species identified for recovery in the CALFED MSCS (2 of which are listed pursuant to the
California and/or federal ESAs).  (The AFRP Final Restoration Plan identifies the presence of 2
listed species of anadromous salmonids in Big Chico Creek [spring-run chinook salmon and
steelhead], but the CVPIA 3406(b)(3) process considered the presence of only 1 sustainable
population of a listed species.)  The team recognizes that Big Chico Creek is the subject of local
interest and that both the AFRP and the CALFED Program have invested at least $4 million in
restoration.

Calaveras River

Although the AFRP has identified year-round flow objectives, there has been little
AFRP- or CALFED Program–supported restoration on the Calaveras River.  The river supports 2
species of anadromous salmonids identified for recovery in the CALFED MSCS, but it supports
only 1 listed species; USFWS placed the Calaveras River in category C.  The river is the subject
of only limited biological monitoring.  No active local interest in restoration of the Calaveras
River has been identified.

Stanislaus River

Year-round flow objectives by year type are included in both the AFRP and ERPP, and
historic monitoring and population data are available for the Stanislaus River. Although the
AFRP and the CALFED Program have invested a moderate amount of money in restoring the
Stanislaus River, local interest in restoring the Stanislaus River does not appear to be substantial
(the EWP team could not identify any local groups with the express interest in restoration of
anadromous fisheries in the Stanislaus River).  Although the Stanislaus River supports 2 species
of anadromous salmonids identified for recovery in the CALFED MSCS, only 1 of those species
is listed, and USFWS placed the river in category C.

Yuba River

The Yuba River supports 3 species of anadromous salmonids identified for recovery in
the CALFED MSCS, and USFWS placed it in category A (the river supports 2 listed species).
There is an abundance of background information about the Yuba River, including year-round
quantified flow objectives and regular monitoring.  Although the AFRP and the CALFED
Program have not invested a substantial amount of money and effort into restoration of the
Yuba River, there is active local interest in restoring the river’s anadromous populations.
Nevertheless, the Yuba River is identified for placement in the second tier because it is not
recommended for acquisitions in the Strategic Plan and because preliminary modeling indicates
that the most important flow needs identified by the AFRP are being met through existing
operations.
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Third-Tier Streams

Two streams, Antelope Creek and Cow Creek, are recommended for placement in the
third tier.  Neither stream is recommended for flow acquisition in the Strategic Plan, and it is
uncertain whether any population monitoring is taking place in either stream or whether there are
any reliable data about historical populations.  USFWS placed both streams in category C
because each stream supports only 1 federally listed species of anadromous salmonids.  Finally,
the AFRP and the CALFED Program have not invested a substantial amount of money or effort
into restoration of Antelope and Cow Creeks.

Antelope Creek

Neither the AFRP nor the CALFED ERPP have identified quantified flow objectives for
Antelope Creek, and no local groups appear to be active.  Before the EWP considers acquisitions
on this stream, it may be prudent for 1 of the active restoration-focused programs (AFRP, ERP,
Watershed Program) to apply funding in support of monitoring, the identification of flow
objectives, and the development of a local watershed group.

Cow Creek

Although there is a quantified flow objective for Cow Creek, it is only for the month of
October.  No population monitoring has been identified.  There is a newly formed Cow Creek
watershed group, and the State Water Resources Control Board is sponsoring a watershed
assessment.  However, before the EWP considers acquisitions on Cow Creek, it may be prudent
for one of the active restoration-focused programs (AFRP, ERP, Watershed Program) to apply
funding in support of monitoring and the identification of year-round flow objectives for the
stream.
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PRINTED REFERENCES

CALFED Bay-Delta Program.  2000.  Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan.  Part of the final
programmatic environmental impact report/environmental impact statement for the
CALFED Bay-Delta Program.  Sacramento, CA.

CH2M Hill.  2001.  Draft summary and results of the CVPIA 3406(b)(3) flow acquisition
biological prioritization process.  Special technical memorandum prepared for the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Anadromous Fish Restoration Program.  1996.  Draft guidelines
for allocation of water acquired pursuant to Section 3406(b)(3) of the Central Valley
Project Improvement Act.  Prepared for distribution at a public workshop October 22,
1996.

––––––––––.  2001.  Final restoration plan for the Anadromous Fish Restoration Program.
Prepared for the Secretary of the Interior under authority of the Central Valley Project
Improvement Act.
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Costillo, Gonzalo.  California Department of Fish and Game.  October 25, 2001—information
provided electronically to Jones & Stokes.

Harvey, Colleen Arrisson.  California Department of Fish and Game.  October 25, 2001—email
to Tanya Matson of Jones & Stokes regarding DFG monitoring efforts.

Heiman, Dennis. State Water Resources Control Board.  October 24, 2001—email to Selene
Jacobs of Jones & Stokes regarding Antelope and Cow Creeks.

McReynolds, Tracy.  California Department of Fish and Game.  October 24, 2001—telephone
conversation with Susan Lee of Jones & Stokes regarding Big Chico Creek.

Nelson, John. California Department of Fish and Game. October 19, 2001—telephone
conversation with Susan Lee of Jones & Stokes regarding Butte Creek, Big Chico Creek,
the Yuba River, and the Calaveras River.
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Battle Creeks.

Roby, Ken.  U.S. Forest Service, Lassen National Forest.  October 29, 2001—telephone
conversation with Selene Jacobs of Jones & Stokes regarding Antelope Creek.

Ward, Paul.  California Department of Fish and Game, Region 2.  October 23, 2001—telephone
conversation with Susan Lee of Jones & Stokes regarding Butte Creek.

INTERNET WEBSITES

Anadromous Fish Restoration Program Website:  <http://www2.delta.dfg.ca.gov/afrp/afrp.asp>

Butte Creek Watershed Conservancy Website:  <http://www.buttecreekwatershed.org/>
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<http://wwwcalfed.water.ca.gov/ecosystem_rest.html>
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U.C. Davis Information Center for the Environment:  <http://ice.ucdavis.edu/>

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Website:  <http://westernshastarcd.org>
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Appendix A.  Summary of Comments on the Preliminary
Pilot Water Acquisitions—Stream Selection
Recommendations

Comment:

The number of listed species present in a stream should be a primary consideration factor,
not secondary.

Response:

The number of listed species present in a stream was captured to some extent within the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) draft biological priority ranking, which was a primary
consideration.  The total number of salmonid species present (both listed and unlisted) was also
included as a secondary factor (the number of anadromous species identified for recovery by the
CALFED Bay-Delta Program [CALFED] Multi-Species Conservation Strategy [MSCS]).
Because the Environmental Water Program (EWP) is a CALFED project, the EWP considered it
more appropriate to tie priority to the MSCS than simply to identify listed species, although as
table 1 shows, there is a great deal of overlap.  The number of listed species was not explicitly a
consideration factor, but it has been added to the discussion of each stream and remains
embedded in the USFWS draft biological prioritization categorization.

The team recognizes that there are differences of opinion regarding which species, both
listed and unlisted, are present in each stream. Information regarding species presence was taken
from the Final Restoration Plan for the Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (AFRP), the
AFRP website, and the draft summary of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA)
Section 3406(b)(3) prioritization process (appendix B).  In some cases, the information provided
in the AFRP and on the AFRP website does not correspond to considerations used in the CVPIA
Section 3406(b)(3) process.  Where this is the case, the team deferred to the AFRP species list.

Comment:

The presentation given at the November 15, 2001, EWP Work Group meeting indicated
that Battle Creek received the same CVPIA 3406(b)(3) ranking as Butte Creek, Deer Creek, Mill
Creek, and the Yuba River.  However, Battle Creek was in actuality ranked lower than these
streams because of the presence of a hatchery.   Also, the number of species Battle Creek
supports needs clarification.



Response:

Although the presentation contained a mistake, the written preliminary recommendation
report correctly characterized Battle Creek as receiving a lower rank than Butte Creek, Deer
Creek, Mill Creek, and the Yuba River.  According to the Final Restoration Plan for the AFRP,
Battle Creek supports fall-/late fall–run chinook salmon, spring-run chinook salmon, winter-run
chinook salmon, and steelhead, although the winter-run chinook salmon is of hatchery origin.  In
the preliminary recommendations, winter-run chinook was included in the number of species
present in the stream.  However, for these final recommendations, winter-run is not included
because it does not occur naturally.

Comment:

It is unclear why CALFED and AFRP funding was used as a selection factor; spending in
itself is not a good indicator of priority.  The discussion of this consideration needs clarification.

Response:

Money spent is used as an indicator of the importance placed on a stream by the
CALFED agencies and CVPIA managers; similarly, funding recommendations by technical
panels imply that investment in selected streams is likely to result in biological and scientific
benefit.

Comment:

The Tuolumne River and Clear Creek should not be first-tier streams because they do not
support listed salmon species.

Response:

The Final Restoration Plan for the AFRP indicates that both Clear Creek and the
Tuolumne River support 2 MSCS “R” species:  fall-/late fall–run chinook salmon and steelhead.
Of these species, steelhead is listed pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act.  Steelhead is
an anadromous salmonid species.  Fall-/late fall–run chinook salmon are listed as candidate
species.  NMFS will develop recovery recommendations in their federal recovery plan.

Comment:

Conjunctive use opportunities should be used as a selection consideration.



Response:

Opportunities to create partnerships with conjunctive use programs are being considered
within the context of a partnership with the Environmental Water Account.  Other opportunities
for partnerships with conjunctive use projects will also be considered in future rounds of pilot
water acquisitions.

Comment:

The EWP team should consider weighting evaluation factors to develop a calculated (and
more defensible) selection process.

Response:

As the EWP team collected and analyzed the baseline data that support the selection
considerations, it tested several different methods through which it might prioritize the 12
streams.  Because the team recognized that the data were in many cases not complete, it decided
that, for this first year, a subjective process was more appropriate.  The team recognizes that the
selection process is likely to differ in future years; when those future processes are developed,
the team will evaluate the potential for using a weighting system or some other measurable
process.

Comment:

The availability of storage should be a selection consideration.

Response:

The EWP team recognizes that there are many considerations that could have been used
for this first selection.  Once the first-tier streams are selected, the EWP team will contemplate
more detailed considerations, such as the availability of storage, and how that relates to the
volume of water needed, on each of the first-tier streams.
.

Comment:

CH2M Hill’s August 22, 2001, memo on the CVPIA Section 3406(b)(3) process should
be appended to the EWP selection recommendations paper.

Response:

The memo is included as appendix B.



Comment:

In the preliminary report, the language of the last sentence of the third paragraph under
“Selection Process” on page 2 should be changed; suggest replacing the word “committed” with
another word.  “Committed” implies some sort of statutory or other authority to complete the
action.

Response:

As discussed at the November 15, 2001, workshop, this word was used with the intent to
convey the team’s resolve to strive for success in implementing the EWP.  The text has been
revised.



Appendix B. Draft Summary of the Central Valley Project
Improvement Act Section 3406(b)(3) Prioritization Process






































































